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~ Tho MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE _3_ MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to cx)mmunication(s) filed on . 

2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-38 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 7-4. 7-10. 13-15, 19 and 23-33 is/are rejected. 

7) M Claim(s) 5,6,11,16-18,20-22.34 and 35 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 12/03/01 is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawjng(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfonn PTO-152. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or(f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 -□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

30 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

13) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a daim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1.78. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, 
or on an international application by another who has fulfilled the requirements of 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention thereof by 
the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 do 
not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an international 
application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is 
determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AlPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 
102(e)). 

2. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hamilton et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,559,860. 

3. As per claim 30, Hamilton et al discloses a computer system for processing data 
representing construction of a three-dimensional object (fig 15), the system comprising: a model 
data storage system (fig 1, #18) comprising stored model data representing construction of a 
three-dimensional object from a plurality of modeled components (fig 15); a computer processor 
coupled to the model data storage system (fig 1, #16), a program storage system (fig 1, #18), and 
output display system (fig 1, #38), the program storage system comprising instructions to 
configure the processor to: retrieve the stored model data from the model data storage system; 
render a first view of the model in which the plurality of modeled components are in a first 
positional an-angement (fig 15); render a second view of the model in which the plurality of 
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modeled components are in a second positional arrangement that is different from the first 
positional anrangement (fig 15); and display an overlaid view of the first and the second model 
views on the output display system, the overlaid view distinguishing a change between the first 
and the second positional arrangements of the modeled components (fig 15). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 , 23-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,59,860 in view of Stone. 

3. As per claim 1 , Hamilton et al discloses a computer-implemented method of processing a 
three-dimensional model of an object (fig. 15), the model comprising a plurality of model 
components (fig. 15, #172 and #204), and the method comprising: based on identifying the 
different positional arrangements, automatically generating an image of the model depicting a 
change in a position of a first one of the model components with respect to a second one of the 
model components (fig 15). However, Hamilton et al does not specifically disclose constructing a 
data stnjcture identifying different positional arrangements of the model components to represent 
different positions of movable ones of the model components. This is disclosed in Stone et al in 
column 2 lines 33-50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a data structure with the system of Hamilton et al because this 
provides an orderly way to keep track of the relative positioning of objects with respect to each 
other which would make it easier for user when deciding to make positional changes. 
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4. As per claim 23, Hamilton et a! discloses displaying the first model view and the second 
model view simultaneously in a common view area to represent a three-dimensional model in 
differing positions (fig 15). However, Hamilton et a! does not disclose accessing a model data 
structure to render a first model view and a second model view, the model data structure 
comprising an intenrelationship of a plurality of model components. This is disclosed in Stone et al 
in column 1 lines 30-42 and column 2 lines 32-50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a model data structure with the system of 
Hamilton et al because this provides an orderly way to keep track of the relative positioning of 
objects with respect to each other which would make it easier for user when deciding to make 
positional changes. 

5. As per claim 24, Hamilton et al discloses annotating the first model view and the second 
model view in the common view area to display a dimension measurement (fig 14, #192). 

6. As per claim 25, Hamilton et al discloses the second model view comprises a differing 
subset of the plurality of model components from the first model view (fig 15). 

7. As per claim 26, Hamilton discloses wherein the second model view represents a 
positionally altered arrangement of the plurality of model components (fig 15). 

8. As per claim 27, Hamilton discloses displaying the first model view and the second model 
view simultaneously in the common view area renders model components having a same 
positional arrangement at a same position and model components having a differing positional 
arrangement at differing positions (fig 15). 

9. As per claim 28, Hamilton et al discloses displaying the first model view using a first set 
of display attributes; and displaying the second model view using a second set of display 
attributes to distinguish the positionally altered arrangement of the plurality of model components 
(fig 15). 

10. As per claim 29, Stone discloses modifying the model data structure to accommodate a 
new configuration of the three-dimensional model (column 1 lines 30-42). 
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11. Claims 2-4, 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton 
et al. in view of Stone et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Silva et a!., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,473,081. 

12. As per claim 2, Hamilton et al discloses the image depicting the object having the model 
components in a first a in a second positional arrangement (fig 15). However, Hamilton et al and 
Stone et al fail to disclose traversing a model hierarchy to render the image of the model, the 
model hierarchy comprising the interrelationship of the plurality of model components. This is 
disclosed in Silva et al in column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a model 
hierarchy with the systems of Hamilton et al and Stone et al because this more clearly convey the 
arrangement of graphical components (column 3 lines 48-55). 

13. As per claim 3, Silva et al discloses the model hierarchy further comprises data 
representing different positional arrangements as defined during a model design process (column 
4 lines 1-11); traversing the model hierarchy to render the Image comprises rendering the image 
based on the data representing the different positional arrangements (column 4 lines 1-11); and 
generating the image further comprises rendering the image in a view area (fig 1). 

14. As per claim 4, Hamilton et al discloses wherein generating the image comprises 
depicting a first component in a both a first and a second position (fig 15). 

15. As per claim 7, Hamilton et al discloses wherein different display attributes are applied to 
depict the first component in the first position than are applied to depict the first component in the 
second position (fig 15, line thickness). 

16. As per claim 8, Stone et al discloses wherein the display attributes comprise attributes 
selected from the group consisting of color, line weight and line pattern (column 1 lines 30-42 and 
column 2 lines 32-50). 
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17. As per claim 9, Hamilton et a! discloses wherein a solid line font depicts the first 
component in the first position and a phantom line font depicts the first component in the second 
position (fig 15). 



18. Claims 10, 12-14, 19, 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Silva et al in view of Hamilton et al. 

19. As per claims 10 and 37, Silva et al discloses a computer-implemented method of 
processing data representing a three-dimensional object model (column 1 lines 30-35), the 
method comprising: traversing a model hierarchy to render a first view of a model (column 3 lines 
59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), the model hierarchy comprising an interrelationship of a plurality 
of model components (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), the model components 
having a first positional arrangement with respect to each other, and the first view depicting the 
first positional arrangement of the model components (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1- 
10); traversing a positionally altered version of the model hierarchy to render a second view of the 
modeled object (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), the positionally altered version 
comprising the plurality of model components in a second positional arrangement with respect to 
each other (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10), the second positional arrangement 
differing from the first positional arrangement, and the second view depicting the second 
positional arrangement of the model components (column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10). 
However, Silva et al does not disclose combining the first view and the second view to display a 
composite image of the model, the composite image simultaneously representing both the first 
and the second positional arrangements. This is disclosed in Hamilton et a! in fig 15. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to display 
the combined images because it allows the user to see how the moved parts affect the other 
parts. 
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20. As per claims 12 and 38, Hamilton et al discloses the first and the second positional 
an^angements each comprise a same first subset of model components that have a same layout 
in both the first and second positional arrangements (fig 15); and the first and the second 
positional arrangements each comprise a second subset of model components that have a first 
layout in the first positional arrangement that differs from a second layout in the second positional 
arrangement (fig 15). 

21. As per claim 13, Hamilton et al discloses the composite image comprises a single 
representation of the first subset of model components and a first and second representations of 
the second subset of model components, the first representation distinguishing the first positional 
arrangement of the second subset and the second representation distinguishing the second 
positional arrangement of the second subset (fig 15). 

22. As per claim 14, Hamilton et al discloses wherein differing display attributes distinguish 
change in positional arrangement of the second subset (fig 15). 

23. As per claim 19, Silva et al discloses wherein the positionally altered version of the model 
hierarchy is generated during preparation of a fornial drawing of the model (column 3 lines 59-67 
and column 4 lines 1-10). 



24. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Silva et al in 
view of Hamilton et al in further in view of Stone et al. 

25. As per claim 15, Silva and Hamilton do not disclose wherein display attributes comprise 
line style attributes selected from a group consisting of color, line weight, and a line pattern. This 
is disclosed in Stone in column 2 lines 32-50, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made have different attributes because this would make it 
easier for the user to visually see the difference between the original position and the new one. 
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26. Claims 31-33, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton in view of Silva et al. 

27. As per claim 31, Hamilton does not disclose wherein the stored model data represents 
construction of the three-dimensional object based on a hierarchical relationship between the 
plurality of modeled components. This is disclosed in Silva et al in column 3 lines 59-67 and 
column 4 lines 1-10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a model hierarchy with the systems of Hamilton et al and Stone et al 
because this more clearly convey the arrangement of graphical components (column 3 lines 48- 
55). 

28. As per claim 32, Silva et al discloses the instructions to render the first and the second 
model views comprise instructions to render in accordance with the hierarchical relationship 
(column 3 lines 59-67 and column 4 lines 1-10). 

29. As per claim 33, Hamilton discloses the plurality of modeled components comprise a first 
and a second modeled component having a different positional arrangement with respect to each 
other in the first and second model views (fig 15); and the instructions to display the overlaid view 
comprise instructions to display the first modeled component at a common position on the output 
display and to display the second modeled component at different positions on the output display 
to distinguish change in positional arrangement of the second model component with respect to 
the first modeled component (fig 15). 

30. As per claim 36, Silva et al discloses a using a video display in fig 2, #212. Although Silva 
does not disclose using a plotter or a printer, this would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art because these well known output devices. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



31. Claims 5-6, 11, 16-18, 20-22, 34-35 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Scott Wallace whose telephone number is 703-605-5163. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Zimmerman, can be reached at 703-305-9798. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose 
telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 



(703) 872-9314 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 




SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAf^fflNER 
TECHNOLOGY CEMTER 2600 



